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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1 . 35 U.S.C. 1 01 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and 
useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

In addition, the USPTO "Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent 
Applications for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility" (Official Gazette notice of 22 
November 2005), ANNEX IV, partly reads as follows: 

First paragraph 

Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive material" or "nonfunctional 
descriptive material." In this context, "functional descriptive material" consists of data structure and 
computer programs which impart functionality when employed as a computer component. ... 

Second paragraph 

Both types of "descriptive material" are nonstatutory when claimed as descriptive material per se . ... 

Section (a), second paragraph, beginning at line 7 

In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program is a computer 
element which defines structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and 
the rest of the computer which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and is thus 
statutory. See Lowerv . 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035. ... 

2. Claims 22-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed inventions 
are directed to non-statutory subject matter as follows. Claims 22-27 recite a machine- 
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readable medium having instructions stored thereon. Since the machine-readable 
medium and the instructions are not necessarily computer-readable, the inventions of 
claims 22-27 are not statutory subject matter. [Note: it is recommended that applicant 
replace "machine-readable" with "computer-readable," "instructions" with "computer- 
executable instructions" and "processor" with "computer" to overcome the above 
rejection.] 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32, 34-36, 40, 41 and 43 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gonzales et al. (US 
5,231,484), and further in view of Simon et al. (US 7,184,578) and Park et al. (US 
6,353,632). 



5. Regarding claim 1 , Gonzales discloses 

• adaptively filtering at least some high frequency components from video 
frame 

[Fig. 6, ref. 3; Col. 10, lines 19-41 (QP-adaptive filtering); Col. 22, lines 45-66 (note that high- 
frequency information is attenuated)] 

• encoding these filtered video frames 
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[Fig. 6, ref. 1; Col. 10, lines 41-53] 
• dynamically adapting a property of either or both of the filterings based on a set of criteria, 
including feedback information from the encoding 

[Fig. 6, refs 1 & 3 (with feedback QP pre v, a criterionO); Figs. 15 & 16; Col. 23, line 28-Col. 24, line 
11. Note that Col. 23, lines 50-67 show that the adapted property is the strength (reflected in 
coefficient values) of filtering] 

In addition, Simon discloses filtering texture information within object boundaries in an 
image [Fig. 2E, refs. 21 10-2130 (face being the object); Fig. 6A, ref. 610; Col. 10, lines 
49-67; Col. 13, lines 44-50 (texture-filtering the face); Col. 15, lines 31-34 (smoothing as 
texture filtering); also Figs. 7 & 8 and Col. 15, line 30-Col. 24, line 55 for detailed 
discussion of texture filtering]. 

Furthermore, Park discloses adaptively filtering image data [Fig. 2, refs. 28 & 41 ; Fig. 6 
(adaptive filter kernels); Col. 7, line 50-Col. 8, line 64]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Gonzales with the teachings of Simon and Park by adaptively 
filtering texture information as recited to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 . 
The reasons for doing so would have been to smooth the object (face in this case) 
texture and to remove noise (including blemishes and dark spots) as Simon indicates in 
column 15, lines 31-34, as well as to reduce the magnitude of the noise and the 
nonuniformity of the noise variance as Park indicates in Col. 1, line 62-Col. 2, line 6. 
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6. Regarding claims 2 and 3, Park further discloses adapting a region of support 
(claim 2) and adapting strength of filtering (claim 3) [Fig. 6 (different regions of 
support);Col. 8, lines 52-64 (varying the filter coefficients, i.e., adapting the filtering 
strength)]. 



7. Regarding claim 5, Gonzales discloses dynamically adapting the filtering strength 
based on quantization level fed back from the encoder [Fig. 6; col. 23, lines 28-67]. 

8. Regarding claim 7, Gonzales discloses low-pass filtering of high-frequency 
components [Col. 22, lines 45-53]. 

9. Regarding claim 8, Gonzales further discloses the use of a non-linear filter [Col. 
22, lines 60-66]. Since texture typically comprises high-frequency content (for example, 
see Simon: Col. 23, lines 53-55), it would therefore have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to apply non-linear filtering to texture to achieve the good trade- 
off as Gonzales indicated in Col. 22, lines 60-66. 

1 0. Regarding claim 1 1 , Gonzales further discloses additional processing prior to 
encoding [Fig. 11, refs. 14 (motion estimation, the additional processing) and 16 
(encoding)]. 



Application/Control Number: 

10/815,280 

Art Unit: 2624 



Page 6 



1 1 . Regarding claim 1 3, and similarly claims 22 and 32, per the analysis of claim 1 
the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park further discloses (note that 
Simon's texture enhancement filtering includes smoothing) 

• filtering high frequency information from at least some video frames having abrupt image changes 
[Per the analysis o f claim 1 . Note that G onza lez high-frequency filters all frames Jncludingtho,s_e__ 
having abrupt image changes] 

• smoothing texture information within object boundaries of an image in the video frames 

• adaptively changing, if necessary, a characteristic of either one or both of the filtering and 
smoothing in response to a set of criteria 

12. Claim 15, and similarly claim 24, is similarly analyzed as per claim 5 (and parent 
claim 13). 

13. Claim 16, and similarly claim 25, is similarly analyzed as per claim 2 (and parent 
claim 13). 

14. Claim 18 is similarly analyzed as per claim 4 (and parent claim 13). 

1 5. Claim 1 9 is similarly analyzed as per claim 6 (and parent claim 1 3). 

16. Claim 20 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analyses of claims 1 and 
11 (and parent claim 13). 

17. Claim 21 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 1 (and 
parent claim 13). 



Application/Control Number: 

10/815,280 

Art Unit: 2624 



Page 7 



1 8. Claim 26 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analyses of claims 17-19 
(and parent claim 22). 

1 9. Claim 27 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analyses of claims 20 and 
21 (and parent claim 22). 

20. Claim 28 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 1 . 

21 . Claim 29 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analyses of claims 2-3 
(and parent claim 28). 

22. Claim 30 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 1 (and 
parent claim 28). 

23. Claim 34 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analyses of claims 7-8 
(and parent claim 32). 

24. Claim 35, and similarly claim 36, is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the 
analysis of claim 2 (and parent claim 32), along with official notice that programmability 
is well-known and widely used in the art to provide flexibility. 
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25. Claim 40 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 5 (and 
parent claim 32). 

26. Claim 41 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 6 (and 
parent claim 40). 

27. Claim 43 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 1 , 
especially regarding texture filtering (and parent claim 32). 



28. Claims 4 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gonzales et al. (US 5,231 ,484), Simon et al. (US 7,184,578) and Park et al. (US 
6,353,632) as applied to claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32, 34-36, 40, 
41 and 43 above, and further in view of Lee et al. (US 2002/0186890). 

29. Regarding claim 4, the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park 
discloses all limitations of its parent, claim 1. Gonzales also discloses different layers 
(i.e., granularity, including frame-, macroblock- and block-level-)) in video encoding [Col. 
2, line 47-Col. 3, line 31]. 
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Additionally, Lee discloses filtering at different granularity [Fig. 3, refs. 350 (bit rate 
adaptive median filter), 395 & 392; the last 5 lines of paragraph 44; note that given 
alternatives, selectability is inherent]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park with the 
teachings of Lee as recited above to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. The 
reason for doing so would have been to change the bit rate (by adapting the filter) only 
as frequent as needed so as to reduce processing overhead. 

30. Claim 39 is similarly analyzed and rejected as per the analysis of claim 4 and 
parent claim 32. 



31 . Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gonzales 
et al. (US 5,231 ,484), Simon et al. (US 7,184,578) and Park et al. (US 6,353,632) as 
applied to claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32, 34-36,40,41 and 43 
above, and further in view of Duda et al. (Pattern Classification and Scene Analysis, 
1973; pp. 130-134). 
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32. Regarding claim 6, the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park 
discloses all limitations of its parent, claim 5. 

Additionally, Duda discloses a decision process (using linear discriminant functions) that 
uses a plurality of weighting factors for some attributes (i.e., criteria) [pp. 130-134, 
especially equations 1 and 2; note that X can be considered as a criteria vector and w 
the weight vector; note further that the dynamic adaptation can be considered as a 
decision process]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park with the 
teachings of Duda as recited above to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. The 
reason for doing so would have been because linear discriminant functions possess a 
variety of pleasant properties as Duda recites in the 2 nd paragraph on page 130. 

***** 

33. Claims 12 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gonzales et al. (US 5,231 ,484), Simon et al. (US 7,184,578) and Park et al. (US 
6,353,632) as applied to claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32,34-36,40, 
41 and 43 above, and further in view of Masukura et al. (US 2003/0001964); 
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34. Regarding claim 12, the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park 

discloses all limitations of its parent, claim 1, but does not expressly disclose the 

following, which is taught by Masukura: 

• sharing at least some data between filtering processes respectively associated with multiple 
unique outputvideo streams that are generated from a single input video stream.during a single 
encoding session 

[Fig. 7, refs. 702 (format conversions of the same input, considered as filtering processes), 704 
(produces shared data); paragraphs 84 & 85 (see also paragraph 44, in which control data from 
ref. 104 are shared data)] 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park with the 
teachings of Masukura by sharing data between filtering processes to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 12. The reason for doing so would have been to apply 
the instructions of the user to the processes, as indicated in paragraph 44 of Masukura. 

35. Claim 38 is rejected per the analysis of its parent claim 32, the disclosure of 
Masukura [Fig. 7, refs. 701-704 (transcoders)], as well as official notice that a motion 
picture typically includes both audio and video components and it is well known for a 
processing apparatus to also include an audio processing component, in addition to a 
video one in order to process both components; the use a streaming server for the 
distribution of audio-video data is also well known in the art. 

***** 

36. Claims 14, 23 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gonzales et al. (US 5,231 ,484), Simon et al. (US 7, 1 84,578) and Park et al. (US 
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6,353,632) as applied to claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32, 34-36, 40, 
41 and 43 above; and further in view of Gomila et al. (US 2003/0206664). 

Regarding claim 14, and similarly claims 23 and 33, the combined invention of 

Gonzales, Simon and Park discloses all limitations of its parent, claim 13, but does not 

expressly disclose the following, which is taught by Gomila: 

• wherein adaptively changing the characteristic of the filtering includes reducing strength of the 
filtering as a human visual system adjusts to the image changes 

[Paragraph 31, especially lines 7-11. Note that the decrease in filter strength is according to 
human vision] 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park with the 
teachings of Gomila by reducing filter strength in the recited manner to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 14. The reason for doing so would have been to reduce 
computation, as Gomila indicates in the last 4 lines of paragraph 31 . 

***** 

37. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gonzales et al. (US 5,231 ,484), Simon et al. (US 7,1 84,578) and Park et al. (US 
6,353,632) as applied to claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18-22, 24-30, 32, 34-36, 40, 
41 and 43 above, and further in view of Hiroshige et al. (US 2002/0196335). 
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Regarding claim 42, the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park discloses all 

limitations of its parent, claim 32, but does not expressly disclose the following, which is 

taught by Hiroshige: 

• wherein the first filter has a strength that can be changed based on an amount of edge 

information to be filtered from Jthe video fra mes 

[Pjg S - <| ■ 3; ^ragraplis 62-79] 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combined invention of Gonzales, Simon and Park with the 
teachings of Hiroshige as recited to obtain the invention as specified in claim 42. The 
reason for doing so would have been to reduce noise properly, as Hiroshige indicates in 
paragraph 6. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

38. Claims 9, 10, 17, 31 and 37 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

39. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

40. Regarding claim 9, and similarly claims 17 (the level of filtering or smoothing is 
interpreted as strength), 31 and 37, closest art of record, alone or in combination, does 
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not disclose, teach or suggest determining whether to increase strength of the filtering 
based on whether a difference between old and new filter strengths is within a range. 



Conclusion and Contact Information 

41 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

• Srinivasan (US 2005/0013359) - discloses switching (i.e., selectable) filtering 
based on quality [Fig. 7] 

• Holcomb et al. (US 7,266,149) discloses selecting transforms sizes at different 
granularity [Col. 6, lines 24-26] 

• Lee et al. (US 2002/0165844) - discloses a decision process that combines 
weighted attributes [Fig. 5] 

42. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yubin Hung whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7451 . The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 - 4:00. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Matthew C. Bella 
can be reached on (571) 272-7778. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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43. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Yubin Hung 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2624 



December 10, 2007 



